A common element of all proposals was an initial 1-year authorization. The entire CETA package was due to expire in 1978. Everyone anticipated that youth employment would be integrated into CETA when the 1978 reauthorization occurred.  Rather than putting yout programs on a different authorization schedule than the rest of CETAr there was substantial agreement that the new youth programs should be authorized for l year and then taken up again in 1978 with the reauthorization of CETA.  In explaining why the proposal was couched i the language of demonstration projects, rather than new programs, the House Committee Report said, "The Committee approach allows for learning äs much äs we can in order that when CETA is reauthorized nex year, the Committee will have a better idea äs to what type (or types) of program(s) actually work" (U.S. Congress, House Committee on Education and Labor, 1977:4, also 9; hereafter House Report).
While the Senate version stressed bold, New-Deal-like Solutions tc the Problems of youth employment, the hallmark of the House version wo "learning what works." At several points in its report on the youth bill, the House Committee referred to the uncertainty of expert opinic about youth employment (House Report, 1977) .
Of all the witnesses that appeared before the Committee, not one had a definitive answer äs to what would solve the problem of chronic youth unemployment. All agreed that a variety of methods should be tested and the educational System should be linked with whatever approach is finally agreed upon.
But if the committee was emphatic about "finding out what works," i t was for the most part strategically vague about what that meant. YIEPP was the most clearly specified of the House proposals, and it left considerable ambiguity. The committee's advice about what it meant by "finding out what works" was couched in the following terms (House Report, 1977):
In placing a major emphasis . . . on innovative and demonstration programs, the Committee intends that a broad ränge of activities be tested . . . to learn what works to remedy the structural nature of the youth employment problem and to meet the employment and training needs of specific target groups in the youth population.  These activities include outreach, counseling, activities promoting education to work transition, labor market Information, attainment of high school equivalency, Job sampling, on-the-job training, supportive Services, programs to overcome sex-stereotyping in Job development and placement, outreach programs for minorities and women and other activities designed to improve the employability of youth.
This laundry list was indicative of the uncertainty that charac-terized both expert opinion and political judgment about the youth employment problem and its Solutions in 1977 (see Hahn, 1979) .  There seemed to be consensus that the youth unemployment rate was too high,

